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Summary 
1. According to census reports the fruit-tree population of Utah 
was only about half as large in 1935 as in 1910. Most of this 
shrinkage occurred between 1910 and 1920. While apples have 
undergone the greatest reduction, all fruits except cherries and 
apricots were more numerous in 1910 than in 1935. 
2. At the time this survey was made there were 1,576,575 fruit 
trees of all kinds in the 10 leading fruit-growing counties. The 
various kinds of fruit occurred in the following percentage of 
the total population: peaches 35.8, apples 26.1, sweet cherries 
13.3, apricots 10.5, pears 6.6, sour cherries 3.9, and plums and 
prunes 3.7. 
3. The average number of trees per orchard including home 
orchards was 127, while the average number of trees per com-
mercial orchard was 483. 
4. Utah County was the leading fruit county in the state with 43.3 
percent of the: fruit trees, Box Elder has 15.4 percent, Davis 
12.4 percent, Weber 10.5 percent, and Salt Lake County 9.8 
percent, with less than 5 percent in other counties. 
5. This survey shows that 326,175 trees in Utah are not pro-
ductive and cannot be made productive with any reasonable 
effort. One-third of all apple trees, one-fifth of all sweet 
cherries, one-tenth of the apricots, one-seventh of the pears, 
one-tenth of the sour cherries and one-sixth of all plums and 
prunes in the state occur in this economically useless class. 
6. In most counties the production of peaches, cherries and 
apricots is increasing; plum and prune and especially apple 
production is distinctly decreasing. 
CONTENTS 
Page 
Summary __ __________ ___ __________ ___ ____ _______ _______ __ ____ _____ __ __ __ ___ __ ___ _ 1 
Purpose and scope of the survey_ ___ ___ ___ ___ ________ _____ _____ ____ _ 3 
Fruit tree populations in Utah from 1910 to 1935____ __ 4 
Location of principal fruit areas __ ________ _____________ ______ _____ 5 
Number, kind, and condition of fruit trees in Utah____ 5 
Tree numbers in age groups for the various fruits____ 7 
Tree numbers and condition of principal varieties_ _____ 9 
Orchard size in Utah ___ _____ __ ____ ___ __ __ ____ _____ ___ ____ _____ ____ __ ___ __ _ 12 
Distribution of fruit trees by counties _____ ____ ______ ____ ____ _ 13 
Population, age, and tree condition by counties _____ _____ 14 
Recent changes in fruit-tree populations ___ ___ _____________ _ 25 
Discussion ______________ ______________ __ ___ __ _________________ __________________ 26 
Appendix ____ ___ ____ ___ ____ ___________ __ ____ ____________________________ ___ ____ __ 27 
The Fruit Tree Situation 
in Utah1 
A. L. Wilson and A. L. Stark2 
The fruit industry in Utah is not large when compared with 
the total production of the United States. The year 1935 was a 
favorable fruit season for Utah and yet the state produced only 
0.54 percent of the United States' apple crop, 1.30 percent of the 
peach crop, 0.31 percent of the pears, and 3.72 percent of all 
cherries. Utah does, however, produce between 10 and 15 percent 
of all sweet cherries. Even though the Utah fruit industry 
represents such a small part of the national industry, a great 
many people of the state are dependent upon it, either wholly or 
in part, for their living. The data of this survey show that there 
are 2, 969 commercial plantings and 6,241 home orchards in Utah. 
Although there are a few moderately large orchards in the state, 
as a rule the orchards are relatively small. Assuming a com-
mercial orchard to be one that contains more than 25 trees of any 
one fruit, the average size of such orchards in Utah is approxi-
mately 483 trees or 4.5 acres. 
There are not many farms in Utah in which fruit growing 
is the only occupation. In many cases it is the major enterprise 
associated with poultry raising, dairying, and general farming. 
In still other cases it occupies the secondary position in the farm 
set-up. In some instances fruit growing is carried on as a side 
line by business or professional people. Where fruit growing is 
the major enterprise there are some advantages over the general 
farm arrangement where it is incidental to some other farm enter-
prise. In the latter arrangement the fruit industry generally suf-
fers. The results of this survey show that the orchards are in 
very much better condition where fruit growing is the principal 
source of income as compared with orchards where it is incidental 
to some other agricultural enterprise. 
Purpose and Scope of the Survey 
The data reported in this bulletin were obtained in a farm 
to farm survey of fruit-growing counties of the state of Utah. 
The survey was made to secure deta.iled information relative to 
number, age and condition of fruit trees. While it must not be· 
expected that such survey data are absolutely accurate, it is 
believed that they give a better picture of the tree-fruit resources 
of the state than has been available heretofore. Data were gath-
ered in Utah, Salt Lake, Davis, Weber, Box Elder, Cache, Emery" 
lContribution from the Horticulture Department, Utah Agricultural Experiment Station. 
2Horticulturist and Extension Horticulturist, respectively. 
Publication authorized by the director. . 
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Juab, Tooele, and Washington Counties. Both farm and city 
home orchards were enumerated. 
Farm to farm visits were made in which operators were in-
terviewed and the trees examined. A questionnaire form was 
used which called for the name of the grower, his post office 
address, location of his orchard by quarter sections, age, number 
and condition of the trees of every variety of fruit grown by him. 
In addition the numerators noted such things as characters of soil, 
physiographic nature of the orchard location, and the prospective 
plantings. 
Certain arbitrary standards were set up to evaluate the con-
dition of the trees. Three classes were established and designated 
by the terms good, fair, poor. These terms refer entirely to the 
physical conditions of trees and not to past production. "Good 
trees" are defined as those vigorous, healthy, well-cared for trees 
that are capable of producing maximum crops of quality fruit 
under proper management. "Fair trees" ;>.re defined as those 
trees which are not in the best physical condition, because of 
inadequate pruning, mild winter injury, diseases that might be 
corrected, inadequate irrigation or fertilization, but which might 
be reclaimed and made productive with reasonable effort. "Poor 
trees" are the problem trees of the industry; they are those which 
cannot be profitably reclaimed. This group constitutes one of 
the greatest liabilities of the fruit industry in the state. 
Fruit-Tree Populations in Utah From 1910 to 1935 
Figure 1 is presented to show the changes in fruit-tree 
population from 1910 to 1935. 
In every fruit shown except cherries there has been a marked 
decrease in the tree' numbers from 1910 to 1935. The 1935 
population of apple trees in the state was just slightly over one-
third that of 1910. Peach-tree numbers in 1935 were less than 
half those in 1910, while there were somewhat less than nine-
tenths as many pear trees in 1935 as there were in 1910, and 
about one-third as many plums in the latter year as in 1910. 
These data show a decided shrinking in the fruit industry 
of the state in the twenty-five year period from 1910 to 1935. 
In fact, the total 1935 fruit-tree population, for the fruits in-
cluded in this chart, is slightly less than one-half that of 1910. 
Most of this shrinkage occurred between 1910 and 1920. Although 
drought was responsible for large losses of peach trees in Utah 
County and of apple trees in Salt Lake and Utah valleys, a general 
state-wide contraction in fruit growing for economic reasons is 
responsible for the major part of the change. Cherry trees alone 
have increased in numbers since 1910 and the increase in this 
fruit has not been large, the 1935 population exceeding that of 
1910 by only 1.3 percent. 
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Fig. 1. Tree population of the various fruits in Utah from 1910 to 1935. Numbers represent 
thousands. 
The data in this chart were taken from the United States Agricultural Census for 
1935. Data for apricot trees are not availa ble. 
Location of Principal Fruit Areas 
The map, fig. 2, shows the principal fruit-growing districts 
in Utah. Over 94 percent of the trees in the state are found in 
a narrow belt along the west face of the Wasatch Mountains 
from Logan in Cache County to Santaquin in Utah County. The 
west boundary of this fruit belt is more or less irregular and is 
determined by the presence or absence of such conditions as good 
orchard soil, freedom from winter injury, or late spring frosts. 
Approximately 4 percent of the fruit trees in Utah are located 
in Washington County in the extreme southwest corner of the 
state. The remaining 2 percent are scattered throughout the 
state in small isolated locations where soil and climatic conditions 
are favorable, or where local demand is sufficient to justify 
orcharding under more or less unfavorable circumstances. Prac-
tically every community has at least a few fruit trees growing 
in back yards. 
Number, Kind, and Condition of Fruit Trees in Utah 
Of the total of 1,576,575 fruit trees in Utah, 35.80 percent 
are peaches. Apple trees rank second in importance with 26.06 
percent of the total number of trees. Sweet cherries follow apples 
with 13.28 percent, apricots 10.54 percent, pears 6.62 percent, sour 
cherries 3.93 percent, and plums and prunes 3.73 percent. Com-
parisons of tree numbers of these fruits are shown in fig. 3.8. 
----asee appendix for exact figures on this and subsequent charts. 
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Fig. 2. Map of Utah showing the location of the principal fruit areas in the state. 
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Trees classified under "poor condition" are those beyond 
further economic usefulness which should be pulled out. Trees 
listed as in "fair condition" are essentially sound and healthy but 
have not received sufficient care to keep them in high produc-
tivity. A tree is not classified in "good condition" unless general 
health and vigor indicated a potential capacity for optimum 
production. 
One of the major problems of the fruit industry in Utah is 
the large number of trees in the "poor condition" class. Ap-
proximately one-third of the apple trees and one-fifth of the peach 
trees are in poor condition. In addition to these, one-fifth of the 
sweet cherries, one-tenth of the apricots, one-seventh of the pears, 
one-tenth of the sour cherries and one-sixth of the plums and 
prunes are in poor condition. Considering all fruit trees in the 
state, about one-fifth or 326,175 trees are in this class. These 
trees are not only beyond economic usefulness but are a definite 
burden to the fruit industry because of the pests multiplying on 
them and spreading to other trees. The removal and destruction 
of these trees would considerably relieve the pest-control problem. 
Tree Numbers in Age Groups For Various Fruits 
The various kinds of fruits with the dates of planting at five-
y~ar intervals is graphically portrayed in fig. 4. 
There are more apple trees in the state now that were planted 
between 1916 and 1920 than at any other five-year period. Apple 
trees planted during the period 1931 to 1935 constitute only 10 
percent of the total apple-tree population in the state. The de-
cline in numbers in the older-age groups might well be expected 
from tree losses with age but the decline in the younger groups 
indicates a contraction in the apple industry. It is questionable 
if the small number of young trees is sufficient to maintain pres-
ent production levels of apples in Utah. 
From 1926 to 1935 apricot plantings were extremely heavy as 
compared with the number planted in other periods. Almost 
80 percent of all apricot trees in the state were planted during this 
period with somewhat heavier plantings occurring during the 
last interval, 1931 to 1935. The fact that most of the apricot trees 
are young suggests an increased yield or expansion of this fruit. 
Sour-cherry plantings in Utah were heaviest during the 
period 1926 to 1930 when slightly over 50 percent of the present 
sour-cherry trees were planted. The small numbers of trees in 
the 1921 to 1925 and earlier age groups suggests the relative new-
ness of the sour-cherry industry in Utah. 
There are more sweet-cherry trees in Utah that were planted 
in the interval from 1931 to 1935 than in any previous period. A 
comparatively large number of trees were also planted in the 
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Fig . 4. Age distribution of 1935 fruit-tree population in Utah by planting periods. Thou-
sands of trees. 
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preceding period, 1926 to 1930. These two periods include almost 
70 percent of all sweet-cherry trees in the state and this fact indi-
cates a definite trend toward an increasing sweet-cherry industry. 
Nearly three-fourths of all peach trees in Utah have been 
planted since 1926 and over half of these were planted during the 
interval 1931 to 1935. The relatively small number of trees in the 
period 1921 to 1925 may indicate inactivity in planting during 
that period or it may be due to the elimination of trees by cold or 
pests. Well-managed peach trees in Utah ordinarily continue in 
commercial production beyond the age of ten years unless killed 
by unusually cold winters. 
Heavier plantings of pears were made from 1926 to 1930 
than in the following interval, 1931 to 1935. Approximately 64 
percent of the total number of pear trees in the state were planted 
during these two periods. The fewer trees in the latter period 
points to a downward trend in pear planting in Utah. 
Over three-fourths of the present plum-and-prune-tree popu-
lation has been planted since 1926 with slightly over half of these 
falling in the 1931 to 1935 interval. There are relatively few 
plum or prune trees over ten years of age in Utah. 
Tree Numbers and Condition of Principal Varieties 
The principal varieties of each fruit are listed in fig. 5 in order 
of their importance as determined by tree numbers. Varieties 
having fewer trees than those listed in the chart are grouped in 
a miscellaneous class and are relatively unimportant commercially. 
The basis of separation into young, bearing, and old trees is the 
same as that used later under discussion of the fruit tree situation 
in the various counties. 
Apples 
Jonathan trees outnumber all other varieties of apples in 
Utah. Delicious, with less than half as many trees as Jonathan, 
is second in importance, but there are approximately twice as 
many young trees of Delicious as Jonathan. Sixty-eight percent 
of all Delicious trees are young, as compared with only 14 percent 
of Jonathan, indicating an increase in the popularity of Delicious. 
Rome Beauty, third in importance, has 25 percent of its trees in 
the young age group. Winesap, Gano, Ben Davis, Winter Banana, 
White Winter Pearmain, and Red Astrachan follow Rome Beauty 
in descending order of importance. Nearly 15 percent of all com-
mercial apple trees in Utah fall in the miscellaneous classification 
which is composed principally of such varieties as Golden Deli-
cious, Yellow Transparent, Northwestern Greening, Wealthy, 
Stayman, Wolf River, Ranier, York Imperial, Arkansas Black, 
Northern Spy, and others. Sixteen percent of all apple trees are 
in home orchards. 
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Fig. 5. Population and age classification of the leading varieties of the varil)us fruits. 
Numbers represent thousands. 
-Apricots 
The principal apricot variety in Utah is "Chinese" or "Jones" 
(properly named Large Early Montgamet.)· Young plantings 
indicate that this variety will continue to be popular in Utah as 
30 percent of the trees are in this young-age group. 
"Moorpark" (properly called Routier Peach)· is second in im-
portance with less than half as many trees as "Chinese" but with 
43 percent of its trees in the young-age class. Tilton is the only 
other apricot variety of any commercial value. Sixteen percent 
of the commercial apricot trees belong to the miscellaneous class 
containing the varieties Royal, Shense or "Peach Cot," and 
numerous seedlings of the two leading varieties. Slightly over 
8 percent of the apricot trees are found in home-orchard plantings. 
4.C:oe. F. M .• A-oricot varieties. Utah Agr. Exp. Sta. Bul. 251., 1934. 
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Cherries, sour 
The tree population of sour cherries other than the variety 
Montmorency is so small that all sour-cherry varieties are classi-
fied under this one variety. May Duke is grown in Utah as a 
sour cherry. Forty-four percent of the trees of Montmorency 
are in the young-age class and most of the remaining trees are of 
bearing age with a very few in the old-age group. 
Cherries, sweet 
Lambert is the leading sweet-cherry variety with young 
trees making up 84 percent of its tree population. Bing is next 
in tree number with 81 percent of the trees in the young-age 
group. The large percentages of young trees point to an increase 
in production of these varieties in the future. With less than half 
as many trees as Bing, Napoleon or Royal Ann is third in im-
portance and has 57 percent of its trees in the young-age group. 
Windsor is next to Napoleon in number of trees and is followed 
by Black Tartarian. The miscellaneous class comprises 10 percent 
of the commercial sweet cherries in the state and contains the 
varieties Black Orb (properly called Schmidt) ,5 Yellow Spanish, 
Governor Wood, Early Purple, and others. Home orchards contain 
8 percent of all sweet-cherry trees in Utah. 
Peaches 
Sixty-six percent of all peach trees in the state are of one 
variety, Elberta. Of these slightly less than one-third are young 
trees whereas over half are of optimum bearing age. The variety 
J. H. Hale is second to Elberta in tree numbers and has 64 percent 
of its trees in the young-age class, indicating an increase in popu-
larity over Elberta. At the present time, however, there are al-:-
most five times as many Elberta as J. H. Hale trees in the state·. 
Early Elberta with approximately one-third of its trees in the 
young-age class is third in importance in tree numbers. Late 
Crawford, Heath Cling, Rochester, and Greensboro follow Early 
Elberta in order of tree numbers. Seven percent of all com-
mercial peach trees fall in the miscellaneous classification which 
contains the varieties Carmen, Red Bird Cling, Early Crawford~ 
Alexander, Triumph, Hales Early, Mayflower, Orange Cling, and 
others. Only 4 percent of the total peach-tree population occurs. 
in home orchards. 
Pears 
Bartlett trees outnumber any other variety of pear, com-
prising 80 percent of the pear tree population of the state. This 
variety promises to continue to be in the lead, for 66 percent of 
GCoe, F M., Cherries of Utah. Utah Agr. Exp. Sta. Bul. 253. 1935. 
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its trees are in the young-age class. Anjou is next in tree num-
bers with less than one-fifth as many trees as Bartlett but with 
approximately three-fourths of the trees in the young-age group. 
Kieffer and Duchesse d'Angouleme follow Anjou in order but are 
less important commercially. Flemish Beauty, Winter Nelis, and 
other varieties are placed in the miscellaneous class which con-
tains 5 percent of all commercial pear trees. Home-orchard trees 
comprise less than 8 percent of the total pear-tree population. 
Plums and prunes 
Italian Prune far outnumbers any other variety of either 
plums or prunes. Eighty-one percent of the Italian trees are 
young, pointing to its continued leadership. Satsuma follows 
Italian Prune with less than one-seventh as many trees. Eighty-
five percent of the Satsuma trees are young. Sessions and Potta-
watamie follow in order after Satsuma. French Prune, German 
Prune-, Green Gage, Santa Rosa, Duarte, Peach plum, and others 
are found in the miscellaneous group which contains 26 percent of 
all plums in the state. Seventeen percent of all plums and prunes 
are found in home orchards. 
Orchard Size in Utah 
The average size of orchard planting in Utah is 127 trees. 
This includes trees found in home orchards as well as those in 
commercial plantations. If the 6,241 home orchards6 are not 
taken into consideration the average size is much larger with 
483 trees per individual orchard. These 483 trees would occupy 
an area of 4.5 acres if planted 20 feet apart on the square. 
Table 1. Number of individual orchards with number of fruit trees owned 
No. of trees Number of orchards 
Apples Apricots Cherries Peaches Pears Plums & Total 
prunes 
1-25 1044 1209 1092 751 1104 1041 6241 
26-500 1397 855 1081 1492 447 316 5588 
ti01-1000 83 28 63 185 22 2 383 
1001-2000 43 5 23 59 11 2 143 
Over 2000 8 5 9 17 4 0 43 
Total 2575 2102 2268 2504 1588 1361 12,398 
Av. number 160 79 120 225 66 43 127 
The total number of individual plantings for each fruit is 
given in table 1. Half (50.3 percent) of the total plantings in the 
state have less than 25 trees and 45.1 percent have from 26 to 500 
trees. Adding these two groups together gives a tot~l of 95.4 
percent of the plantings with only 1 to 500 trees. Plantings o;ver 
500 trees constitute only 4.6 percent of the total in the state and 
those orchards with more than 2000 trees7 only 0.35 percent of 
60rchards with less than 25 trees of any single kind of fruit. 
7Two thousand trees will occupy 18.5 acres if planted 20 by 20 feet. 
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the total plantings. This means that only one.wtt'fae;ut every 
three hundred orchards in Utah exceed 48-:f(3,cres. 
The large number of small orchards is one of the serious 
problems confronting the fruit grower in Utah. These small 
plantations do not justify large expenditures for sprayers and 
other costly orchard equipment and as a result the controlling of 
pests and other orchard operations are not done effectively. The 
small orchard size is responsible also for glutted local-market 
conditions because the quantities of fruit produced are too small 
for shipment and must be sold locally. 
As a rule, home orchards and small plantings in Utah are 
not properly cared for and should be generally discouraged in 
commercial-fruit sections. This is particularly true of apple and 
pear trees which offer breeding places for codling moth, which 
might infest nearby commercial orchards. The pest-control 
problem with stone fruits is not so serious. Approximately 9 
percent of the present tree population of the state is found in home 
orchards. 
Distribution of Fruit Trees by Counties 
Figure 6 shows that Utah County has by far the largest 
number of fruit trees of any county in the state with 43.30 percent 
of all trees. Box Elder County is next in order of number of 
trees with 15.39 percent of the state fruit-tree population. Other 
counties in order of importance and their percentages are Davis~ 
12.40; Weber, 10.50; Salt Lake, 9.86; Washington, 3.99; Emery, 
1.58; and Cache, 0.78. In addition to the above counties Sanpete,. 
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Fig. 6. Percentage of total trees of the various fruits in leading fruit counties. 
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Tooele, Wayne, and Grand Counties have small acreages of 
commercial orchards. 
Utah County has more apple trees than any other county 
(fig. 6) with over half of the total number of trees of the state. 
Salt Lake and Weber Counties rank second and third in apple-
tree population. 
In apricots, Box Elder County leads all other counties with 
almost 30 percent of all trees in the state. Davis County has the 
second largest number of apricot trees followed by Weber and 
Utah Counties in order of importance. 
Box Elder County contains over half the sour-cherry trees 
in Utah. Utah County is second, having approximately 17 per-
cent. Salt Lake County is third, followed by Weber and Davis 
Counties. 
Two counties, Davis and Utah, have together over 60 per-
cent of all sweet-cherry trees in the state. Davis County with less 
than one percent more trees than Utah County leads in tree num-
bers. Box Elder and Weber rank third and fourth in order of 
sweet-cherry tree population. 
Over 46 percent of all peach trees in the state are found in 
Utah County. Box Elder County is next with approximately 17 
percent and is followed by Davis, Weber, and Washington Counties 
in descending order of importance. 
Seventy percent of all pear trees are in Utah County. Slightly 
over 10 percent are in Salt Lake County which ranks second in 
tree numbers. Washington and Weber Counties follow Salt 
Lake County. 
Half of the plum and prune trees in the state are in Utah 
County, and Davis County has the largest number of these fruits 
with about 13 percent of all trees. Salt Lake County is third 
and is followed by Box Elder County in tree population of plums 
and prunes. 
Population, Age, and Tree Condition by Counties 
The fruit-tree population of the leading fruit-growing coun-
ties is shown in figs. 7 and 8, together with the kind and condition 
of the trees. More detailed analysis of the age and condition of 
the various kinds of fruit trees in each county are graphically 
shown in figs. 9, 10, 11, and 12. 
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Fig. 7. Comparison of tree populations and condition of the various fruits by counties. 
Numbers represent thousands. 
The age limits selected are intended to separate the trees into 
three classifications: young or before commercial bearing, com-
mercial-bearing age, and beyond the average age of commercial 
bearing. The age limits for separation into these classes were 
determined by observations of the trees under commercial-orchard 
conditions in Utah. Separation of the trees into poor, fair, and 
good condition was largely a matter of judgment of the enumer-
ators. All enumerators worked together long enough to fix a 
definite standard for placement of trees into the three classes. 
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Fig. 8. Comparison of tree populations and condition of the various fruits by counties. 
Numbers represent thousands. 
Box Elder County 
The relative importance of peach trees in Box Elder County 
is shown in fig. 7. There are almost twice as many peach trees 
in this county as there are trees of any other fruit. About 17 
percent of the peach trees of the state are found here. Apricots 
are second in importance followed in order by sour cherries, sweet 
cherries, apples, plums and prunes, and pears. 
The majority of peach trees in Box Elder County are of com-
mercial-bearing age. Approximately five-sixths of the trees in 
this class are in good or fair condition. Trees older than 15 years 
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of age show a much higher proportion of their numbers in the 
poor class, while in the younger-age group good and fair trees 
predominate (fig. 8). The large number of young peach trees 
points to an increase in peach production in the coming years. 
Apricots resemble peaches in that the majority of the trees 
are in the commercial bearing age class. The condition of the 
apricot trees is in general somewhat better than that of peaches 
as may be seen from a comparison of the two fruits (fig. 9). 
Young plantings of apricots seem to be sufficient to maintain or 
increase apricot production in the county for several years. 
There are five times as many young sweet-cherry trees in 
this county as there are trees of full-bearing age (fig. 9). This 
predominance of young trees should greatly increase the pro-
duction of sweet cherries in future years. 
Plantings of sour cherries have not been made at the same 
rate as sweet cherries during the five-year period from 1930 to 
1935 (fig. 9). There appears to be sufficient young sour-cherry 
trees, however, to at least maintain present production levels 
for the next few years. 
The percentage of apple trees in poor condition, in the bear-
ing and old-tree classes is very high in Box Elder County (fig. 9). 
This fact, along with the small number of new plantings, indi-
cates a decline in apple production in this county. 
Although the pear industry is not important in Box Elder 
County the condition and number of young plantings of pear 
trees point to an increase in future pear production. 
Cache County 
Over 70 percent of all fruit trees in Cache County are apples 
with the large majority of these in the poor or fair-condition 
class (fig. 7). Trees that could be classified as in good condition 
were found only among the young plantings (fig. 9). Owing to 
the small number of young plants and the general run-down con-
ditions of the older trees the apple industry is declining in Cache 
County. 
An increased interest in the production of pears is indicated 
by the number of young pear trees. 
Few other kinds of fruits are grown in Cache County prin-
cipally because of the severity of the winter climate and danger 
from spring frost. Most of the fruit trees, both stone and pome, 
are situated on the upper benches where air drainage is good. 
Davis County 
More sweet cherries are found in Davis County than trees 
of any other fruit. Davis County also has more sweet-cherry 
trees than any other county in the state with over 31 percent 
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of the total cherry-tree population (fig. 7). Peaches are next 
in importance followed by apricots, apples, plums and prunes, sour 
cherries, and pears in descending order of importance. 
The sweet cherry is also the most important tree fruit in 
Davis County as far as tree numbers are concerned. With ap-
proximately three-fourths of the sweet-cherry trees under ten 
years of -age and mostly in good or fail" condition, it appears 
that sweet cherries are to become of increasing importance in 
this county. Many of the older trees are in poor condition (fig. 
10). 
Peaches rank second to sweet cherries in tree numbers. Like 
the cherry trees, the peach trees are predominantly in good con-
dition with a substantial portion of the tree population in the 
young-age group, a condition which points to a continued interest 
in peach production. 
About one-fourth of all the apricot trees in the state are 
situated in Davis County. The large majority of these trees are 
in good condition and most of the trees are young or in commercial 
bearing. There are very few apricot trees beyond the age of best 
commercial production. 
Apples are relatively unimportant in this county (figs. 7, 10). 
There appears to be enough young trees, however, to maintain 
the past limited production. 
Plums and prunes, pears, and sour cherries make up only 
a small portion of the fruit-tree population in this county. The 
number of young trees of pears and plums and prunes indicates 
a slightly increased production of these fruits in the future. 
Emery County 
The principal fruit in Emery County is apples, which com-
prise over half of the total fruit-tree population of the county 
(fig. 7). The greatest percentage of the trees are in poor condi-
tion with only a few of the young trees in the good-condition 
class. Young plantings are neither extensive nor numerous 
(fig. 10). 
Almost half of the peach trees are young; hence, a slight in-
crease in peach production may be expected (fig. 10). 
Tree numbers of fruits other than apples and peaches are 
small and of little commercial importance in this county. 
Salt Lake County 
Approximately one-half of the fruit trees in Salt Lake County 
are apples (fig. 8). Sixty percent of the apple trees are in poor 
condition and most of the remaining 40 percent are in fair con-
dition only (fig. 11). This situation may be explained by the 
drought years from 1932 to 1935 when insufficient irrigation 
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Fig. 10. Fruit-tree population in counties by age and condition. Numbers represent thousands. 
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water was available for apple trees in the western part of this 
county, and as a result many trees were severely damaged or 
killed outright. Entire orchards were found with only a few 
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Fig. 11. Fruit-tree population in counties by age and condition. Numbers represent thousands. 
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green leaves on a live branch here and there among the dead 
trees. Many of these have been removed since this survey was 
made. The small number of young plantings indicates a marked 
decline in apple production in this county. 
The peach trees in Salt Lake County survived the dry years 
in much better condition than the apples (fig. 11). Trees of this 
fruit represent slightly over a quarter of the total fruit-tree 
population for the county (fig. 8). The large number of young 
plantings of peach trees points to an increased production in the 
future. 
Sweet-cherry production is definitely increasing in Salt Lake 
County as shown by the large proportion of young trees repre-
senting over half of the sweet-cherry tree population. Most of 
the bearing and older sweet-cherry trees are in poor condition. 
Although pear trees are not numerous, Salt Lake County 
ranks second in tree numbers. Over half of the trees are young 
and in good or fair condition, pointing to large production of pears 
in the future. 
Apricots, sour cherries, and plums and prunes are relatively 
unimportant in this county. 
Utah County 
This is the most important fruit-growing county in the state, 
having 682,690 of the 1,576,575 trees in the state. The various 
kinds of fruits rank in order of importance as follows : peaches, 
apples, pears, sweet cherries, plums and prunes, apricots and sour 
cherries. 
There are more peach trees in Utah County than trees of 
any other fruit (fig. 8). The peach-tree population here repre-
sents 46 percent of the total number of peach trees in the state. 
Most of these trees are in good or fair condition with less than 
one-tenth of the bearing and young trees in poor condition (fig. 
11). The large portion of young peach trees should bring an 
increase in production in the next few years. The older trees 
account for only a small portion of the total peach-tree population 
and approximately two-thirds of these are in poor condition. 
Although there are 50,000 fewer apple than peach trees in 
Utah County, the apple trees make up 52 percent of the total 
apple-tree population of the state (fig. 8). Young planting"s of 
apple tre€s are less extensive than peach trees and probably not 
sufficient to increase production of this fruit in the future. Of 
the 214,715 apple trees only one-third are young, but most of 
these are in good or fair condition. In the bearing-age class 
approximately one-fourth of the trees are in poor condition while 
three-fifths of the older ones are in poor condition (fig. 11). 
Since this survey was made a great many apple trees have been 
removed. 
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SeventY-Qne percent Qf all pear trees in the state are in 
Utah CQunty (fig. 8). The pear industry is yQung as is evi-
denced by the extremely large prQPQrtiQn Qf yQung trees. Prac-
tically tWQ-thirds Qf the pear trees are in the yQung-age class 
and these are mQstly in gQQd Qr fair cQnditiQn which (fig. 11) 
PQints to' future increases in pear prQductiQn. 
The large number Qf sweet-cherry trees in the cQunty indi-
cates an increased prQductiQn Qf this fruit (fig. 8). The situatiQn 
is similar to' that Qf pears in that tWQ-thirds Qf all sweet-cherry 
trees are in the yQung-age grO'up (fig. 11). Older sweet-cherry 
trees shQW damage frQm severe winters and are thus mQstly 
in PQQr cQnditiQn. 
ApprQximately Qne-half Qf the plums and prunes in the state 
are in Utah County (fig. 8). In the yQung and bearing-age 
grQUps the plums and prunes are predQminantly in gQQd to' fair 
cQnditiQn. There are relatively few Qlder trees (fig. 11). YQung 
plantings Qf plums and prunes are large enQugh to' sQmewhat 
increase the prQductiQn Qf these fruits in the future. 
ApricQt grQwing is relatively unimpQrtant in Utah CQunty 
but the predQminance Qf yQung trees pO'ints to' an increased prQ-
ductiQn. YQung and bearing apricQt trees ar e mQstly in gQQd 0'1' 
fair cQnditiQn with relatively few in the PQQr class (fig. 11). 
SQur cherries are alsO' relatively unimpQrtant in Utah CQunty. 
Nearly half Qf the trees are yQung and practically all in fair Qr 
gQQd cQnditiQn. 
AlthQugh Utah CQunty cQntains half Qf the plum and prune 
trees in the state the tQtal number Qf trees is nQt large. MQst 
Qf them are in gQQd Qr fair cQnditiQn and are yQung Qr Qf bearing 
age. Of the few Qld trees, a large percentage are in PQQr cQnditiQn. 
Washington County 
By far the mQst impQrtant crQP in WashingtQn CQunty is 
peaches. Slightly mQre than 7 percent Qf the peach trees in the 
state are IQcated in this cQunty (fig. 8). The warm early climate 
in this cQunty matures the crQP early and the fruit is usually 
harvested twO' weeks to' a mQnth befQre the crQP f rQm Qther 
sectiQns Qf the state. The yQung plantings are relatively smaller 
than in SQme Qf the nQrthern cQunties ; nevertheless, there appears 
to' be sufficient yQung trees to' maintain present prQductiQn levels. 
In bQth t he yQung and the bearing-ag~ classes the trees in this 
cQunty are in fair cQnditiQn (fig. 12). 
MQst O'f the sweet-cherry trees in this cQunty are yQung (fig. 
12). Sweet-cherry trees frequently die Qut after a few years, 
Qften befQre Qptimum prQductiQn is reached. The cause Qf the 
death is, at present, unknQwn. 
Tree numbers Qf apples, apricQts, pears, and plums and 
prunes are small in WashingtO'n CQunty. 
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Fig. 12. Fruit-tree population in counties by age and condition. Numbers represent thousands. 
Weber County 
Peach trees outnumber all other kinds of fruit trees in 
Weber County, with other fruits in the following order of im-
portance: Apricots, apples, sweet cherries, plums and prunes, 
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sour cherries, and pears (fig. 8). Slightly less than 10 percent 
of all peach trees in the state are found here. Trees in the young-
age class are mostly in good or fair condition and comprise one-
fourth of all the peach trees in the county. The proportion of 
young peach trees is less than in any of the other leading peach-
growing counties. In the bearing-age class one-fifth of the trees 
are in poor condition whereas in the older class one-third are in 
poor condition (fig. 12). 
Apricot trees are second to peach trees in number in this 
county and comprise 22 percent of all apricot trees in the state. 
The trees are mostly in good condition with sufficient young 
plantings to maintain or slightly increase production during 
coming years. 
Apples are on the decline in Weber County. This fact is 
indicated by the relatively small number of new plantings. Less 
than 20 percent of the total apple-tree population is in the young-
age class and almost one-fourth of the trees of bearing-age are 
in poor condition. 
Sour cherries, plums and prunes, and pears are of little 
importance in this county as compared with other fruits. The 
few young trees of sour cherries and plums and prunes point to 
a decline in production though the predominance of young pear 
trees indicates an increase in pear production in Weber County. 
Other Counties. 
Apple trees are more numerous in Juab County than those of 
other fruits, but a relatively large number of them are in poor 
condition (fig. 7). Peaches rank second in number of trees. 
The fruit trees in Tooele County are principally apples, and 
most of these are in fair condition. 
There are upwards of 5,000 trees at Fruita in Wayne County. 
These are mostly peaches with a few cherries. Most of them are 
young trees, and trees in early-bearing age, and they are in 
good condition. 
Recent Changes in Fruit-Tree Populations 
Recently in several counties intensive campaigns have been 
conducted to remove useless trees. Reports from persons in 
charge of these campaigns indicate that the following numbers 
of trees have been removed: Utah County, 15,000; Salt Lake 
County, 12,000; Box Elder County, 10,476; Weber County, 7,800; 
Washington County, 4,850. It is estimated that total removals 
since this survey was made approximate 55,000 trees of all kinds. 
During this same period many new orchards have been 
planted and others enlarged. Estimates from reliable sources 
indicate that 1,150 apple trees have been planted in Utah County, 
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200 in Washington County, 100 in Weber County, and 350 in Salt 
Lake County. New peach plantings have been heavier than other 
fruits, with approximately 3,000 in Utah County; 4,000 in Wash-
ington County; 2,000 in Weber County; and 3,000 in Salt Lake 
County. Sweet-cherry plantings have been approximately as 
follows: 950 in Utah County, 100 in Washington County, 1,000 
in Weber County, and 400 in Salt Lake County. In addition to 
these more important plantings estimates indicate that Utah 
County has also planted 300 pear, 900 plum and prune, and 520 
apricot trees; Washington County has planted approximately 
200 pear, 75 plum and 350 apricot trees; Weber County 100 pear, 
50 plum and prune, and 1,000 apricot trees; while Salt Lake 
County has planted 500 pear, 250 plum and prune, and 1,000 
apricot trees. Estimates are not available from other counties. 
It is known, however, that plantings of peaches, apricots, and 
cherries have been extensive in both Davis and Box Elder Coun-
ties. In all probability there were as many as 30,000 trees. mostly 
peaches, sweet cherries and apricots, planted in Utah in 1936 and 
1937. 
Discussion 
The fact that the present fruit-tree population in Utah is 
reduced to one-half that of 1910 is ample evidence of a decline in 
interest in the fruit industry of the state. This lack of interest 
is further evidenced by the large percentage of trees in poor 
condition. 
Many factors have probably contributed to this general de-
cline. Unfavorable weather conditions such as severe winters 
and drought may have caused part of this decrease in tree num-
bers. Increase in pest-control costs and a more discriminating 
consumer preference have done much to eliminate marginal and 
poorly managed orchards as well as varieties of inferior quality. 
Improper and indifferent management practices have also brought 
about low yields per tree and economic failure in orcharding in 
many instances. The planting of fruit trees in situations not 
suited to profitable fruit production, because of soil or climatic 
conditions, has been the cause for removal of some orchards. 
Many of the earlier orchards contained varieties either not 
adapted to, or not marketable in this state. There are perhaps 
many other determining factors that have also helped to bring 
about the contraction of the fruit industry in Utah, such as . 
uncertain markets, change of land ownership, and increased in-
come from other crops. 
The relatively small quantities of fruit produced in Utah as 
compared with national production leads to the conclusion that 
a considerable expansion in the fruit industry in this state would 
have little effect on the markets of the nation as a whole. There 
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appears to be ample opportunity for increasing our present re-
duced fruit industry if future commercial plantings are made 
with a view of supplying more distant markets rather than de-
pending on local markets as the principal outlet for the fruit. 
At the present time home-lot and small nearby orchards often 
flood the uncontrolled local market and thus the larger orchardist 
is of necessity compelled to seek a more distant market for the 
bulk of his crop. 
If the fruit industry in Utah is to increase or even continue 
successfully at its present level, growers must meet the problem 
of higher quality demands by the consumer with more efficient 
production of better grades of fruit. This situation can be met 
only by the diligent and intelligent application of advanced and 
approved methods of fruit production. 
The large number of trees in the fair- and poor-condition 
classes offers a challenge to the Utah fruit growers. The re-
moval of all trees in poor condition and probably many of those 
in the fair-condition group is necessary for the improvement 
of the industry. The application of approved orchard practices 
should place most of the trees of the fair-condition class in 
producing condition and thus materially increase the average 
yield per tree of all fruits. 
APPENDIX 
Table 2. Fruit tree population in Utah t-
Kind of fruit 1935 1930 1920 1910 
Apples 
Trees of bearing age 384,511 464,861 726,471 517,039 
Not of bearing age 61,655 105,234 80,304 789,260 
Total trees 441,167 570,095 806,775 1,306,299 
Cherries 
Trees of bearing age 151,438 110,050 112,695 79,775 
Not of bearing age 99,379 114,230 7,646 109,119 
Total trees 250,817 224,280 120,341 188,894 
Peaches 
Trees of bearing age 439,194 491,430 554,202 544,314 
Not of bearing age 107,312 206,197 28,551 651 ,233 
Total trees 546,506 697,627 582,753 1,195,547 
Pears 
Trees of bearing age 76,983 62,884 51,812 79,355 
Not of bearing age 27,863 46,538 8,479 39,901 
Total trees 104,846 109,422 60,291 119,256 
Plums and prunes 
Trees of bearing age 39,688 46,257 66,914 135,619 
Not of bearing age 14,766 14,312 7,508 23,388 
Total trees 54,454 60,569 74,422 159,007 
*Taken from U. S. census reports 
Table 3. Total number of fruit trees in Utah by condition of trees 
Kind of fruit Total tree No. in good No. in fair No. in poor 
number condition condition condition 
Apples 410,906 76,485 200,210 134,211 
Apricots 166,746 76,720 74,803 15,223 
Cherries, sweet 210,225 71,390 94,053 44,782 
Cherries, sour 53,820 25,525 21,543 6,752 
Pears 104,338 41,042 49,249 14,047-
Peaches 564,395 188,412 275,940 100,043 
P lums and prunes 58,833 23,477 25,243 10,113 
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Table 4. Treees in age groups for various fruits 
Kind of fruit Total 1-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 over 3u 
years years years years years years years 
Cherries 271,365 109,180 96,929 18,460 17,915 10,007 16,081 2,793 
Apples 410,900 43,274 63,304 65,730 103,993 66,512 53,578 14 ,509 
Peaches 564,390 210,334 209,603 65,710 34,824 22,105 15,095 6,719 
Pears 104,338 27,075 40,672 11,268 7,155 2,809 6,563 8,796 
Plums and 
prunes 58,831 22,626 20,342 ~ ~ 865 ~ 1,035 
Apricots 166,746 ~9. :{ 99 61,247 15,886 9,527 5,338 4,315 1,034 
Table 5. Total numbers of leading varieties of young, bearing, and old trees in Utah 
Fruit Variety Young Bearing Old Total Percent Percent P ercent. 
young bearing old 
---- ---- ----Apples 
Jonathan 19,665 97,005 21 ,220 137,890 14.26 70.35 15.39 
Rome Beauty 10,025 25,753 4,127 39,905 25.12 64 .53 10.34 
Delicious 41,792 20,332 1,223 63,347 65.97 32.09 1.93 
Pearmain 611 2,121 695 3,427 17.82 61.89 20.28 
Astrachan 499 866 202 1,567 31.84 55 .26 12.89 
Gano 182 4,962 2,389 7,533 2.41 65.87 31.71 
Ben Davis 20 899 2,039 2,958 0 .. 67 30.39 68.93 
Winesap 379 13,200 2,376 15,955 2.37 82.73 14.89-
Banana 1,263 
Peaches 
6,645 2,718 10,626 11.88 62.53 25.58 
Elberta 115,677 192,714 66,436 374,827 30.86 51.41 17.72 
E. Elberta 16,310 29,506 2,613 48,429 33.67 60.92 5.39-
Hale 46,585 24,095 1,356 72,036 64.66 33.45 1.88 
Heath Cling 479 911 641 2,031 23.58 44.85 31.56 
Rochester 1,069 184 1,253 85.31 14.68 
Crawford 965 666 308 1,939 49.76 34.34 15.88 
Greensboro 50 742 281 
Apricots 
1,073 4.65 69.15 26.18 
Moorpark 15,397 16,643 3,030 35,070 43.90 47.45 8.64 
Tilton 2,273 1,991 4,264 53.30 46.69 
Chinese 26,026 56,692 4,718 87,436 29.76 64 .84 5.39-
Cherries, sweet 
Napoleon 11,976 5,308 3,900 21,184 56.53 25.05 18.41 
Windsor 1,636 6,158 2,699 10,493 15.59 58.68 25.72 
Tartarian 1,771 2,153 1,351 5,275 33.57 40.81 25.61 
Bing 43,165 6,716 1,777 51,658 83.55 13.00 3.44 
Lambert 70,256 10,795 1,579 82,630 85.02 13.06 1.91 
Pears 
Bartlett 47,566 14,606 10,792 72,964 65.19 20.01 14.79-
Anjou 9,919 1,379 1,953 13,251 74.85 10.40 14.74 
Keiffer 2,015 682 260 2,957 68.14 23.06 8.79-
Duchesse 1,205 16 198 1,419 84.91 1.13 13.95 
Plums and prunes 
Italian 23,171 4,841 520 28,532 81.21 16.96 1.82 
Satsuma 3,468 494 5 3,767 92.06 7.80 .13 
Session 167 139 165 471 35.45 29.51 35.03 
Pott awattamie 75 219 150 444 16.89 49.32 33.78 
Table 6. Percentages of total number of fruit trees in state in the various counties 
Apples Apricots Sweet Sour Peaches Pears Plums All 
cherries cherries and fruits 
County prunes 
Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent 
Utah 52.25 13.45 30.91 19.89 46.78 71.35 50.99 43.30 
Box Elder 5.74 29.61 14 .. 24 53.96 i6.94 4.27 10 .. 80 15.39 
Davis 4.26 25.45 31.04 4.72 10.41 2.34 12.98 12.47 
Weber 8.00 22.60 13.63 7.35 9.58 3.35 8.32 10.54 
Salt Lake 16.53 5.87 6.66 10.21 6.92 11.05 11.71 9.56 
Washington 1.19 1.56 3.49 ........ 7.61 4.33 1.05 3.99 
Cache 4.61 0.36 ......... 3.30 0.59 2.01 1.82 1.78 
Emery 3.82 0.96 ........... 0.53 0.83 1.21 2.16 1.58 
Juab-Tooele 3.61 0.12 0.03 0.04 0 .. 34 0.08 0.1 7 1.09 
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Table 7. Total number of fruit trees in each county by condition 
County Total No. in good No. in fair No. in poor 
trees condition condition condition 
Utah County 
Apples 214,715 52,253 119,312 42,150 
Apricots 22,414 11,919 8,955 1,567 
Cherries 77,064 31,695 30,825 14,544 
Peaches 264,042 101,719 121,944 40,379 
Pears 74,452 31,727 34,965 7,760 
Plums & prunes 30,003 13,563 12,857 3,583 
Salt Lake County 
Apples 67,962 4,825 22,147 40,990 
Apricots 9,799 3,360 4,277 2,162 
Cherries 20,275 4,175 6,483 9,617 
Peaches 39,044 9,579 18,297 11,168 
Pears 11,533 3,525 5,000 3,008 
Plums & prunes 6,894 1,576 3,245 2,073 
Davis County 
Apples 17,493 5,615 7,634 4,244 
Apricots 42,439 31,071 8,813 2,555 
Cherries 67,913 35,725 22,114 10,072 
Peaches 58,759 34,002 18,059 6,698 
Pears 2,446 1,332 785 329 
Plums & prunes 7,637 4,288 2,046 1,303 
Weber County 
Apples 32,859 6,606 17,827 8,426 Apricots 37,686 14,469 19,729 3,488 Cherries 33,124 7,753 18,377 6,994 Peaches 54,100 15,206 25,693 13,201 Pears 3,550 746 1,973 831 Plums & prunes 4,898 1,712 2,473 713 
Box Elder County 
Apples 23,620 3,447 10,316 9,857 Apricots 49,369 14,803 30,151 4,415 Cherries 63,291 17,121 36,437 9,733 Peaches 95,634 20,182 56,088 19,364 Pears 4,463 2,074 1,881 508 Plums & prunes 6,355 2,078 3,374 903 
Cache County 
Apples 18,948 710 6,725 11,513 Apricots 596 184 287 125 Cherries 2,049 417 1,212 420 Peaches 3,330 1,270 1,859 201 Pears 2,101 134 1,591 376 Plums & prunes 1,072 16 309 747 
Emery County 
Apples 15,691 979 2,252 12,460 Apricots 1,643 67 897 679 Cherries 329 27 148 154 Peaches 4,693 880 2,262 1,551 Pears 1,274 2 360 912 Plums & prunes 1,269 191 412 666 
Washington County 
Apples 4,900 1,050 3,038 812 Apricots 2,614 847 1,543 224 Cherries 7,310 1,653 4,658 999 Peaches 42,949 5,574 30,925 6,450 Pears 4,516 1,502 2,691 323 Plums & prunes 621 53 443 125 
.Juab County 
Apples 9,712 5,959 3,753 Apricots 104 96 8 Cherries 7 2 5 Peaches 1,415 384 1,031 Pears 3 3 
Plums & prunes 18 18 
Tooele County 
Apples 5,000 5,000 
Apricots 55 55 Cherries 
Peaches 
Pears 
424 424 
Plums & prunes 66 66 
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T able 8. N u mber s and conditions of fruit trees in three age classes 
Counties 
1 to 10 years old 11 to 25 years old Over 25 years old 
Good Fair Poor Good Fair Poor Good Fair Poor 
---
---------
Box Elder County 
Apples 2,423 3,408 791 929 6,197 4,763 95 708 4,313 
Apricots 9,672 8,474 610 6,226 20,026 3,529 6 1,663 376 
Cherries 3,083 16,512 4,207 84 2,476 2,079 341 1,024 
Cherries (sour) 6,-294 6,109 687 7,660 10,999 1,676 161 
Peaches 14,245 16,000 1,843 6,887 35,912 7,657 60 4,176 9,864 
Pears 2,069 1,286 235 14 604 260 1 92 13 
Plums, prunes 1,238 1,346 114 840 2,022 738 6 51 
Davis Coun ty 
Apples 3,673 1,870 346 1,424 4,639 2,852 618 1,125 1,047 
Apricots 16,925 2,515 181 14,703 5,820 1,637 444 478 837 
Cherries 29,855 13,880 2,687 2,692 6,434 4,993 544 2,619 2,482 
Cherries (sour) 847 66 1,789 180 9 35 1 
Peaches 17,943 3,473 472 13,244 11,187 3,457 2,816 3,399 2,769 
Pears 1,279 464 111 42 160 159 11 161 59 
Plums, prunes 2,722 464 75 1,495 1,391 821 71 191 407 
Weber County 
Apples 2,269 3,228 703 4,012 12,199 5,263 325 2,400 2,460 
Apricots 6,044 5,590 306 7,951 11,224 1,791 474 2,916 1,391 
Cherries 5,717 13,175 2,302 369 2,041 2,671 9 671 1,594 
Cherries (sour) 234 672 1,424 1,917 418 1 
Peaches 7,658 5,407 720 7,425 17,160 6,337 123 3,136 6.144 
Pears 644 1,178 265 93 618 296 9 277 280 
Plums, prunes 535 287 83 1,177 2,109 448 77 182 
Salt Lake County 
Apples 3,449 8,107 3,217 1,091 12,247 30,314 235 1,793 7,469 
Apricots 2,319 2,263 336 1,023 1,811 1,506 18 203 320 
Cherries 4,070 3,683 921 12 533 2,684 8 172 1,863 
Cherries (sour) 79 2,069 4,045 5 24 63 1 14 41 
Peaches 7,380 9,415 1,893 2,110 8,205 3,410 89 677 5,865 
Pears 3,391 3,290 742 116 1,031 1,273 18 679 993 
Plums, prunes 1,120 835 286 411 2,325 1,407 45 85 380 
Emery County 4.111 Apples 979 726 729 1.056 470 7,020 
Apricots 67 193 36 695 452 9 191 
Cherries 28 118 34 14 60 13 39 
Cherries (sour) 2 1 5 12 16 
Peaches 876 1,072 157 4 1,162 992 28 402 
Pears 98 13 2 229 716 33 184 
Plums, prunes 56 131 128 115 274 410 20 7 128 
Utah County 28,633 Apples 28,074 30,378 4,388 23,333 74,960 1,846 13,974 9,229 
Apricots 8,288 4,959 133 3,609 3,489 806 22 507 628 
Cherries 20,801 18,376 2,659 2,265 7,197 6,613 169 1,937 4,703 
Cherries (sour) 4,568 1,083 110 3,842 2,172 384 50 60 76 
Peaches 67,428 39,047 2,963 32,894 72,399 17,064 1,397 10,498 20,362 
Pears 25,335 19,032 3,273 4,652 7,637 2,335 1,840 8,296 2,162 
Plums, prunes 8,552 4,003 110 4,990 8,664 2,610 21 290 863 
Wash ington County 597 Apples 989 2,428 254 61 412 13 146 
Apricots 680 658 167 815 90 70 134 
Cherries (sweet) 1,649 3,426 499 4 1,232 488 12 
Peaches 3,086 7,338 280 2,485 21,844 2,493 1,743 3,677 
Pears 1,488 1,964 166 11 717 135 3 20 22 
Plums, prunes 23 282 1 30 161 120 4 
J uab County 
Apples 886 276 1,688 1,373 3,385 2,104 
Apricots 2 94 8 
Cherries (sweet) 2 5 
Peaches 180 204 516 515 
Pears 3 
Plums, prunes 18 
Cache County 
Apples 683 1,719 633 27 3,377 5,187 1,629 5,693 
Apricots 150 184 12 30 103 110 3 
Cherries 32 166 176 38 135 60 
Cherries (sour) 385 835 81 1 16 75 50 
Peaches 270 1,037 57 821 121 1,000 24 
P ears 134 1,258 63 320 113 13 200 
Plums, prunes 16 144 75 165 445 227 
